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REMARKS 

Claims 1-3, 5-10, 13-15, 17-18, 21-30, 32, and 34-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rai (U.S. Patent No. 6,577,643) in view of Rahmen (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,036,090) and further in view of Billstrom (U.S". Patent No. 5,729,537). Claims 
4, 11-12, 16, 19-20, and 31-33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rai, Rahman, and Billstrom further in view of Barber (U.S. Patent 5,729,537). The 
rejection should be withdrawn because the prior art does not disclose, teach, or suggest the 
claimed invention. For example, the combination of references does not teach the user 
request and authorization of payment concept between first, second and packet data networks, 
as called for in independent claims 1, 21, 22, 24, and 26 of the subject application. Nor does 
the combination teach a "stored values of service units", as called for in independent claims 
22 and 24. 

The subject application addresses the situation of a user's home network (first 
network) paying a network other than the user's home network (second network) for 
providing access to a packet data network through the second network where the user is 
anonymous and there is no roaming agreement or contract with the packet data network for 
the user to obtain a connection to the packet data network. As described and claimed in the 
subject application, this involves a series of communications between the user, the first 
network, and the second network authorizing and authenticating the payment. As required by 
the independent claims, this series of communications involves inputting a user request for 
authorization to the first network, transmitting the user request and an authorization of 
payment from the first network to the second network, transmitting authentication 
information from the second network to the first network, and transmitting the authentication 
information from the first network to the user such that the requirement for the payment is a 
result of communications which first originate with the user request to the first network. 

The Examiner contends that Rai discloses inputting the user request, transmitting the 
user request and an authorization of payment from the first to the second network, 
transmitting authentication information from the second network to the first network, and 
transmitting the authentication information from the first network to the user. However, the 
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Examiner's position is incorrect because a contractual relationship exists between the home 
wireless service provider and the foreign wireless service to provide access in the system 
described in Rai. As such, this series of communications between the user, first network and 
second network claimed in the subject application does not exist in Rai. One of the problems 
solved by the subject appUcation is providing this access without such a contractual 
relationship between the first and second networks. In the subject application, there is no 
roaming agreement permitting the user to be billed while roaming from the user's home 
network to the second network through which the user is connected to the packet data 
network. Rai cannot and does not describe or suggest the series of commimications between 
the user, the first network, and the second network because Rai doesn't address the same 
problem 

In particular, in claim 1 of the subject application, an authorization of payment is 
transmitted from the first network to the second network to pay for the user's access to the 
packet data network {transmitting from the first network to the second network the user 
request and an authorization of payment to the second network by the first network for the 
use by the user of the packet data network), Rai does not disclose or suggest this kind of 
"authorization of payment." While Rai may mention that the foreign network and home 
network are authenticated to each other for accounting and billing purposes, this does not 
involve transmitting authorization of payment from the first network to the second network 
because a roaming agreement is already in place in the Rai system. Similar limitations appear 
in independent claims 21, 22, 24, and 26 

Neither Rahman, Billstrom, nor Barber disclose or suggest transmitting an 
authorization of payment from the first network to the second network to pay for the user's 
access to the packet data network. While Rahman does mention the situation where no 
roaming agreement is in place, it does not disclosure or suggest the series of communications 
between the user, first network, and second network claimed in the subject application. As 
such, the rejection of independent claims 1,21, 22, 24 and 26, as well the corresponding 
dependent claims, should be withdrawn for at least this reason. 
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In addition, claims 22 and 24 of the subject application introduce stored values of 
service units which are neither disclosed or suggested by the cited prior art. These stored 
values of service units are described in the subject application as specifying a quantity or 
value of communications to the packet data netw^ork through the second network (see page 9, 
lines 5-7). 

The examiner argues that Rai "discloses that the second network debits from a stored 
value of service units which have been granted to the user a number of consumed service 
units, which are identified in each request for consumption of at least one service unit until 
the number of consumed service units equals the number of granted service units." However, 
again the Examiner's position is incorrect. The Rai reference merely describes a system that 
collects accounting data and sends this data to the service provider's billing system (Col. 6 
lines 27-34). This is a completely different system then the one described in the subject 
application which involves the second network debiting from a stored value of service units 
which are granted to the user a consumed number of service units. Furthermore, the 
accounting attributes for each registered end system described in Col. 27, line 44 - Col. 30, 
line 46 of the Rai reference are not "stored values of service xmits" as disclosed and claimed 
in the subject application. As such, for this additional reason, the rejection of claims 22 and 
24 and the corresponding dependent claims should be withdrawn. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the application is in 
condition for allowance. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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